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DETAILED ACTION 

Status of Claims 

1. Applicant has amended claims 1, 4, 6, 11 - 13, 15, 20, 22, 23, 26, 31 and 33. No claims 
have been added; no claims have been canceled. Claims 5, 7, 16, 18, 19, 27, and 29 had been 
canceled prior to the last office action. Thus, claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 1 0 - 1 5, 1 7, 20 - 26, 28 and 30 

- 33 are pending in this application and are presented for examination. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed 06 November 2008 have been fully considered. 

3. Examiner acknowledges Applicant's amendments to claims 14, 15, and 26 to overcome 
35 U.S.C. § 112, 1 st paragraph, rejections and, in turn, withdraws rejections. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 1 0 - 1 5, 1 7, 20 - 26, 28 and 30 

- 33 to overcome 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) and 103(a) rejections have been considered but are moot 
in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

5. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, 
or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

6. Claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 10 - 15, 17, 20 - 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 because the 
claimed invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

7. Claims 1 - 4, 6, 8, 10 and 1 1 are method or process claims which must satisfy one of 
the following two conditions in order to comply with 35 U.S.C. § 1 01 : (1 ) they must be tied to 
another statutory class of invention (such as a particular apparatus or system for performance of 
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the claimed process) or (2) they must transform underlying subject matter (such as an article or 
materials) to a different state or thing,. 

The method recited in claim 1, the independent claim, fails to (1) be tied to another 
statutory class of invention or (2) transform underlying subject matter to a different state or 
thing. Diamond v. Diehr, 450 U.S. 175, 184 (1981); Parker v. Flook, 437 U.S. 584, 588 n.9 
(1978); Gottschalk v. Benson, 409 U.S. 63, 70 (1972). There is no recitation within the claims to 
indicate that the steps that comprise the method are nothing but mental steps performed within 
the mind of a person. Also, the dependent claims, claims 2 - 10, 21 and 22, do not rectify the 
independent claim. 

8. Claims 12 - 15, 17, 20-22, system claims, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. §101 because 
the disclosed invention is inoperative and therefore lacks utility. It appears that the claims 
describe a data structure (i.e. software) and not hardware. 

Data structures not claimed as embodied in computer-readable media are descriptive 
material perse and are not statutory because they are not capable of causing functional change 
in the computer. See, e.g., Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data 
structure perse held nonstatutory). Such claimed data structures do not define any structural 
and functional interrelationships between the data structure and other claimed aspects of the 
invention which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized. In contrast, a claimed 
computer-readable medium encoded with a data structure defines structural and functional 
interrelationships between the data structure and the computer software and hardware 
components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. 
(MPEP 2106.01 Computer-Related Nonstatutory Subject Matter). 

In order to comply with 35 U.S.C. §101, the claims must clearly indicated hardware or 
software tied to hardware. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. § 103 (a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art 
are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to 
a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

10. Claims 1, 6, 10 - 12, 20 - 23, and 30 - 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Richey et al (US Pub. No. 2003/00233292) in view of Javangula et al (US 
Patent No. 7,246,084). 

1 1 . Regarding claims 1, 12, and 23, Richey teaches: 

• creating a line-by-line user interface by the network element, the line-by-line user 
interface including a transaction with multiple user-selectable links to multiple destinations for 
multiple question types per line item [see at least 0028 and Figure 4] - Examiner notes that 
Figure 4 represents a RFI request window which contains a number of user-selectable links to 
connect to information. 

• sending the line-by-line user interface to the consumer's user device, the line-by-line 
user interface enabling a consumer to review and selectively question individual line items in the 
transaction via the line-by-line user interface [see at least 0029] - Examiner interprets retrieving 
the relevant transaction (information) as analogous to Applicant's sending the line-by-line 
user interface to the consumer's user device. 

• receiving a consumer's input of a user-selectable link questioning at least one of the 
individual line items of the transaction [see at least 0032] - Examiner interprets RFI and writing 
the RFI a request queue as Applicant's receiving a consumer's input questioning; and 

• routing data based on the consumer's input by the network element, to a destination 
associated with the user-selectable link [see at least 0031] - Examiner interprets submitting the 
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RFI to the online dispute resolution system (again) as analogous to Applicant's routing data to 
a destination associated with the user-selectable link. 
Richey does not explicitly disclose: 

• determining a device type by a network element of a consumer's user device; 

• creating a interface, wherein the interface is based at least partially on the determined 
device type; 

However, Javangula teaches a method for processing electronic orders including 
receiving order data and receiving device identification data from a mobile customer device, 
thus identifying the device [column 2 lines 49 - 64]. Customer devices may include, without 
limitation, a personal computer, a mobile device, a mobile telephone, such as a Wireless 
Access Protocol (WAP) telephone [column 4 lines 45 - 49 ] or a PDA [column 7 lines 55- 60]. 
He claims the mobile device receiving product and service information according to the type of 
mobile device and the communications protocol used by the mobile device as determined by the 
device identification data [claim 15]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the instant invention to modify Richey's disclosure to include a communications protocol 
to determine mobile device as taught by Javangula because doing so allows the customer to 
receive product and service information in a form most suitable for the customer's device 
[Javangula column 1 1 lines 10 - 22]. 
12. Regarding claim 6, Javangula discloses: 

• the consumer's user device comprises a mobile communications device. 

as discussed in the rejection of claim 1. Thus, this claim is rejected for the same 
reasons. 
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13. Regarding claim 10, 21, and 32, Richey teaches: 

• the multiple user-selectable links comprise a first link that facilitates communication with 
a human to address a first question type, and a second link that facilitates machine-to-machine 
communication to address a second question type without requiring human intervention [0034]; 

14. Regarding claims 11, 22, and 33, Richey teaches: 

• the line-by-line user interface is integrated with a workflow or business process 
management tool to enable modifying routing of consumer requests [see at least 0132 to 0146]. 
Examiner interprets Imaging/Documentation Management, Fraud Reporting and Feedback, 
Reporting and Monitoring as examples of Applicant's business process management tools. 

15. Regarding claims 20 and 31, Richey teaches: 

• the consumer's user device is adapted to present an online form for a line item, the 
online form to receive consumer-entered text to direct to a selected one of the multiple user- 
selectable links [see at least 0126 to 0131]. Examiner interprets questionnaire as analogous to 
Applicant's online form. 

16. Regarding claim 30, Richey teaches: 

• the multiple user-selectable links comprise a plurality of electronic mail addresses [see 
at least 0137]. 

17. Claims 2, 3, 13, 14, 24, and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable over Richey in view of Javangula in further view of Thomas et al (US Pub. No. 

2004/0236660). 

18. Regarding claims 2, 3, 13, 14, 24, and 25, neither Richey nor Javangula explicitly 
discloses: 
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• processing an extensible Markup Language (XML) representation of each of the 
individual line items to create the line-by-line user interface, wherein the XML representation 
includes tags within which the multiple user-selectable links per line item are defined. 

• the XML representation corresponding to a particular line item identifies a corresponding 
database from which data associated with the particular line item can be verified. 

However, Thomas teaches a multiparty transaction system for managing the payment of 
invoices where approval of multiple parties is [sic] involved [Abstract]. He further discloses 
tagging data using some sort of tagging or data file structure such as extensible Markup 
Language (XML) [0056]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the instant invention to modify Richey's disclosure to use XML tags as taught by 
Thomas because line items may be viewable in an Internet browser or be coded to be read and 
input directly to a database without manual entry. XML documents also allow hierarchical data 
to be sent in a single document [Thomas 0056]. 

19. Claims 4, 15, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Richey in view of Javangula in further view of Lam et al (US Pub. No. 2003/0220843). 

20. Regarding claims 4, 15, and 26, neither Richey nor Javangula explicitly discloses: 

• for a line item, the multiple user-selectable links comprise a first link to question the line 
item, a second link to dispute the line item, and a third link to accept the line item. 

However, Lam teaches a method of facilitating resolution of a dispute between a buyer 
and a seller in an electronic payment system [Abstract]. He further discloses dispute logic 
which handles a variety of actions related to the dispute including editing the disputed portion of 
the invoice, chatting with the appropriate personnel at the seller regarding the disputed invoice, 
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rejecting the invoice, canceling the invoice, finalizing the invoice and making a partial payment 
of the invoice [0037]. These functions are handled by edit logic, chat logic, reject logic, cancel 
logic, finalize logic and partial pay logic respectively [see at least 0035 to 0040]. Examiner 
interprets edit logic, chat logic, reject logic, cancel logic, finalize logic, and partial pay logic as 
indicative of Applicant's multiple links to resolve line item disputes. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the instant invention to modify Richey's disclosure to use multiple links to question, 
dispute and correct invoices as taught by Lam because doing so automates the system and 
divides the processes into discrete logic steps. 

21 . Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Richey in view 
of Javangula in further view of Zimmeret al (US Pub. No. 2003/0051226). 

22. Regarding claim 8, neither Richey nor Javangula explicitly discloses: 

• the line-by-line user interface is presented by an interactive voice response unit. 
However, Zimmer teaches using a voice activated device to input data and other 
commands into the processor [see at least 0784]. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the instant invention to modify Richey's disclosure to use voice activated devices to 
input data as taught by Zimmer because doing so makes the system and method automated 
and easier to use. 



23. Claims 17 and 28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Richey in view of Lam and Kumar et al (US Pub. No. 2001/0023414). 
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24. Regarding claims 17 and 28, neither Richey nor Javangula explicitly discloses: 

• for a line item, the multiple user-selectable links comprise a first link to question an 
amount of a product or a service associated with the line item and a second link to question a 
billing rate associated with the line item. 

Lam discloses dispute logic which handles a variety of actions related to the dispute 
including editing the disputed portion of the invoice, chatting with the appropriate personnel at 
the seller regarding the disputed invoice, rejecting the invoice, canceling the invoice, finalizing 
the invoice and making a partial payment of the invoice, as discussed above [see at least 0035 
to 0040]. 

In addition, Kumar discloses interactive user-interface for ordering specific calculated 
and solution-oriented results related to finance [0022]. This is provided within a software suite 
for enabling viewing and manipulation of multiple categories of aggregated data compiled from a 
plurality of data sources and accessible through a single interfacing node operated on a data- 
packet-network [0022]. An interface has an input section for entering the appropriate criteria 
required to calculate a solution, which answers the question posed within drop-down menu 
[0288]. Several data fields are listed: one for the average monthly billing (for the credit card), 
one for reporting the planned monthly payment amount; and one for an annual interest rate. 
Examiner interprets monthly payment amount as analogous to Applicant's amount of a product 
or a service in that it reflects what is owed. Examiner interprets annual interest rate as 
analogous to Applicant's billing rate in that it reflects an interest rate on what is owed. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the instant invention to modify Richey's disclosure to include links to amounts and rates 
as taught by Kumar because it allows users to input information to provide a variety of 
calculative options for solving billing (credit card) issues [0287]. 
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Cited Prior Art 

25. The prior art of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

• Dattatri: "System for monitoring and managing information and information 
transfers in a computer network" (US Pub. No. 2002/0049815). 

Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant 
is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Ed Baird whose telephone number is (571)270-3330. The examiner can 
normally be reached on Monday - Thursday 7:30 am - 5:00 pm Eastern Time. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles R. Kyle can be reached on 571-272-6746. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you 
would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the 
automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Ed Baird/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 3695 

/Narayanswamy Subramanian/ 
Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3695 



